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DIFFICULTIES ASSOCIATED WITH RESEARCHV.“&Y
ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING G

(Editor's note: The following was a telelecture trans-
mitted from Indlans University on February 25, 1966, to
_six regional workshops in Oregon. It is reproduced

from the Oregon Spectrum of May 1966,) S

I think most of you know that I am not a larigusge
teacher. But I am very much interested in langusgé "~
teaching and learning., I sm an experimental psycholo-
gist who wishes to help in the search for solutions to
some of the problems you come face to face with in per-
torming your ereryday dutles as language teachers, ’

: . . I aish that I could tell you thet my purpbse in
talleing to you today was to descripe some of the solu-
tions that I hed found to ihe complex problemns of lan-
guege teaching end laanguage learning. But T can'3l
I haven't found any solutions yet! All I've found,
after ssveral years of searching in =y own lsborstory,
 are more problems, But, serzrently I am in good com=
pany. As -far as I can tell from reading the 1liters-
ture, other workers in the field, taken as a group,
have been finding out sbout the same thing: not very
much, This is not to say that experimenters have not
been experimenting or that thinkers have not been 3
thinking and writing. But the results of one experi-
menter's efforts, when they are not equivocal, are -
navertheless, usually cancelled out by the findings
of another experimenter. A4nd the opinions and argu-
ments of one thinker ere typicelly counterbalenced
by the contrary views of encther thinker as soon as
they sppear in print, Se; t- those of you who might
have expected to hezr from me some I{inal or concluaive
answers to lmporiant questions desling with the learn-
ing end the teaching of foreign langusges, I offer my
~ sincere regrets. I offer also this admonition: 'Be-
ware the merchant who has information to ssll concern-
ing the teaching of foreign lenguages. It ig my
strongly held conviction that alnost every bit of ad-
vice that is offered *o "anguage teschers todey sbout’
how to teach their lenguages effectively should be
1istered to very critically, and accepted, if accépt-
ed at all, only with great caution. Although many
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different groups of people, including experienced lan-
guege teachers, like most of you, and interested but
inexperienced oatsiders, like me, have strong personal’
opinions on how to %each second lsnguages, thére 1s
1ittle included smong the bits of grestuitous advice =~
that 1s other than unsubstantiated, subjective collec-
tions of contradictory and ambiguous generalities,
Yo one, not the experienced lsnguage teacher, not the ~

y =

erudite liagulst, Aot the experimentel psychologlst, ™
not the professor of education, not the prioduder of

language-learning records, and not the for-hire native
tutor, nov one oday knows the best wey o tesch for- -
elgn langusges, The data upon which decisions sbout
prr cedural rules could be based have not been collsct~
ed, or they are inconclusive. Therafore, glmost svery
single statement that is made todey which contains ad-
vice as to the proper, or the correct, or the best way
tc tesch foreign langueges, regsrdless of how senglble
the statement might eppesr to be, musi be oaly an un-""
proven assumptlon or an untested allegation and, e
therefore, quiic possibly, wrong. For expmpie, staties"

ments like the following ones, which appear to contaln
sensible procedural advics are not backed by uneguivo=
cal supporting experimental dats and they may, there- "
fore, be encouraging the adoption of procedurss which =
are no better than, if equal in effectivzness o, the =
procedures they will replace. Rules sueh gs: (1}
teach spoken language in dialogue form; (2) use graph-
ic symbols for sounds only after the scunds are thor~ ~
oughly learned; and (3) study vocabulary only in con~- =
text. I repeat. Rules like the ones I have just eit~
ed are not necessarily wrong--but neither are they '~
necesserily right. Wnether they sre right or wrong is

just not known; the evidence for deciding 1ls not yet =

ner T ol o -
AV LA CRAN e N O

Let me 1ilustrate this absence of conclusive =
data by describing in some detall ths status of our -
knowledge concerning one of the most actively dlscusg~
sed issues in the field of second lsnguage learning
today. The problem has been stated in meny differens
forms, a&s, for exemple: Does aural leesrninpg Taclli-
tate visuel learning? or should items of & forelgh ~
lengueze be presented in spoken form before written ==
form? or zhould the printed or written symbol be wlith-
held from students in the early steges of learning a =




foreign language? or should the spoken langu.ge be
emphasized over the written language, especlially early
in foreign language learning? This probism was clser-
1y recognized as an importent o e in 1957 by William
Riley Parker, now s Distinguished Service Profeasor
at Indiana Oniversity and ai that time, the Executive
Seeret_oy of the Modern Language Assu “of ‘
ica. in his seiond edition of the Digcussion Guide
end %u- Paper! which was entitled The National inter-
a8t and Foreign Languages and which wes spongored by
the U, S.,ﬁatgpnai Commission for UNESCO, Department
of State. In thet work pesper, under the section til-
tled: Questions Awalting Answers, the first questicax
that Professor Parker 1isted was: "Should the Spoken
Language be Exphasized? He started his comments -
concer,ning the question as follows!?
1s todsy one of the liveliest issues in language in-
struction, If a2 majority of informed cltizens have
an oo.uicy, they should mske 1t heard. Teschers ars
sti1l aivi3ad in theirs.... The issue is & now one
only. insoiar as new factors have increaged 1ts Iinten=
sity; .American education has hed for the ppst
enthusiastic sdvocates of the Phonetic (Vietor) or:
Naturel (Sauveur) or Direct (Walter) method of lan- -
guage instruction, elthough at evary stage thess -
teachers have been a distinct minority,
tic scientists; also a minority group, ere among cur-
rent advocstes of the aural-oral spproach., Very re-
cently the Steering Committee for the Foreign Lan-
guage Program of the Modern Language Assoclation of
Americs declared to the whole profession: 'The ele-
mentary language course at all levels, from elemer
tary achool through college, should concentrats at
the beginning upon the leasrner's hearing and speak-
ing the foreign tongue.... Tnroughout later stages,
in lectures and in class discusslons of literature
and eivilization, students should e provided with
frequent opportunities for =aiiieining the hesring
and speaking slkills thus early acquirsd,'" B

fessor Parker's own words, "one of the liveilest is-
sues in language instruction" and agreeing with him

tors heve inereased its intensity." it might eppear
to gome tc be somewhat surprising that ia the next

s e oo~ e —— &

ciation of Amer-
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._Grenting that the problem in 1957 was, in Pro- -
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edition of the work pesper;c which ~ppeared [our years
loter in 1961 the first questiorn that Profzssor Parker
raised under tue heeding: Nuestiong Awalting Answers '
1s the identlcal question: ~"Snould the Spoken Lan=
gusge be Emphasized? During thet period between 1957
and 1961, a perlod during which there wasg a treniendous
upsurge of interes: in and study of foreign lsngasges’
due mogtly to the passsge of the NDEA OF 1958. thers
wa3s no. clear-cut answep provided to thiy numbey one
question. And, I might point out here that In 1966
the situation is still sbout the same, . I% 1is still
one of the liveliest, but unresolved issues in lan-
guage instruciion. : e A R ST
The question of the early emphssis of spoken sas
opposed to written langusge is, of course, only one
aspect of the larger controversy between the new au-
iio-1lingual approach and the treditionsal grammar-
translation spproach. Professor John Carroll of Har-
vord University, a distinguished psychologist whe hes
devoted his great talents ss a research, educator,
linguist, and wrlter for many years to the protlems
of language teaching and lengusge learning, in a pa~
per read at the Internasitional Conference on Modern
Foreign Langusge Teaching in Berlin in 196} spoke s-
bout this issue in the following wey:3 "Examination
of the practices of foreign language teachers and the
writings of several theorists suggest that there are
todey two major therries of foreign langusge lesrning.
One may be called th: audio-lingusl habit theory, the
other, the cognitive code-learning theory. The audic-
linguel hsbit theory, whick is more or less the 'of-"
ficlal' theory of the reform movement in forelign ign-
guage teaching in the United States of Americs, has
the. following principal ideas: (1) that since speech
is primaery and writing is sscondary, the habits to be
lesrned must be learned first~-cf-all as auditory disg-
crimination responses snd speech rasponses; (2) that’
hebits must be sutomatized ss much as possible so
that they can be called forth without conscious at-
tention; (3) thai the sutomatization of habits occurs
chiefly by practice; thst is, by repetition. The
sudio-lingual habit theory has given rise to s great
many practices in language teaching: the lenguage
leboratory, the structural drill, the wimicry-memo-




ptzation technigue, and g0 Porth. The coxnitive - e
~ode=learning theory, on ths other hand, may be o L
thought o as 8 modified, up-to-date grommar trenela- o
tion theory. According to this theory, iesrning 8 ‘ o
lenguage ies a process of acquiring congeions control ¢
cf the phonological, grammatical, and lexical vat~ - o 4
terms of 8 seccnd languuge, lergely through study end A s
analysls of these patterns as a body of knowledge. ' - o e :
The theory attaches more importanca to the lsarner's s
understanding of the strucsure of the forelign lam< - Ped
guage ta2en to his facility in using that structure, - P o
ainee it 1s belleved thai, pro7ided the student has RIS
e proper degree of cognitive control over the ghrue~ AT S
tures of the isnguage, facilisy will develop auto= i
matically with usze of the lanznege in meanirgful % DR
gitnations...s The twd theerles pepresent rather -~ LA
fundemental differences in teaching method =and atyle - ,/(/;’i:«
thet show up in the way textbooks ere written end - H
forelign langusge coursoes are taught. ~We need in~ - - % |
formation on which of these theories is a better ba-- -~
gis for foreign language tesching.! We need o' know, o
among other things, the answer to Professor Parker's’ s
qu:gtlnns: “should the spoken language be amphaslz- -

ed? o, T 2T CrnTn e TR L

e
s 1 \

. .. The resesrcher who desires to answer thls I &
questivn has severel sourses of asction opén to him, -~ 1
One - ould be to sst wp & woll~controlled; small- ~ -~ :
scale irboratory experiment designed tc yiald re~ =~ s -
sults which could te generallzed to the clagsreom -

gitustion. Another wvuld be to conduct & comparas " .
tive. survey and eva®’—ation of ongolng classges; In=- B
cluding In the sampla some clagses that were belng " o
taught by each of ‘the two kinds of procedures, ~And - 2
a third way to spproach the problemi would bé td get 7
up & large-scale, wall-controlled experiment where .
different groups 3f students in the c¢lagsroom set~ " e
ting would be taught by one or the other of the two - e
methods, ~ -~ ' &7 Lo T AT e b AT

L . R S et Ay do “;‘,\ 1 e
. Ag 1t happens, our problem has alreedy beéen’ e
attackad by each one of these methods. ‘Lot me de~ " T
scribe some of these attempts. Flrst, the labora+ - T
tory sttack, In 1959 Kessman,U using high eehool = -
sgudents as his subjects, compered the speed with = 4
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which they could learn to wrlte responses’ and then '
lesrn to say them with the speed with which thay

could learn to ssy them and then lesrn to write them.

The learning material was a l3st of seven paired &s~
soclates consisted 2f a two- or three-syllable common
English word end a mesninpless, five-leiter paralog.
The paralogs were latended to simulate foreign works,
Each one contained five letters:; the first, third,

end fifth of which were ‘conscnants, the second and

fourth, vowels, For exemple, the paralog NOKAM was =~

peired with the English word READY, and the paralog
TIFEB was. paired‘with the anlish Wﬁrd YVLLOW-

_ Every subject had to learn that 1ist boﬁh
ways. One group learned firgt to make their re-
sponges orally and then in writing while the other
group learned to make their responses in writing first
and then orally. Half the subjects in each group had
to learn to give the Engiisn responses %o the paraloga‘
and ths other hslf hed to learn tv give paralog re-
sponses to the Engligh words, The score for each sub-
ject was the total number of trials required to learn’
tc mske 3;1 the paired responges both orally and in o
ariting, Kegsman's results showed thaet when the sub-
Jects were recuired to learn t> make paralog responses
to the English words, the paralog responses were learn-
ed significently faster ‘n the writing-spesking se~ .
quence shan in the speau-ng-writing sequence; dbut when
the subjects were requl-ed to lesrn to make English
responses to paralcys, *he English responges were o
learned faster in the spesking-writing seguence than
in the writing-speaking sequence. This was trns L
whether the items were presented visually or orally.
So the snswer to the question: Whick order is supe-
rior, the spoken-written sequence or the writsen~ (
spokcen sequence, depends on what kind of responses
are being 1earned, foreign or English '

" A similer experiment, performed by Pimsleur S

and BonkowskiS in 1961, also involved the use of &
ghort 1ist of palred associates, English words and
peralogs. However, unlike Kessmen, they required ail
of their subjects to write thelr reasponses and the
responses were slways the Engligh words, never the .
psralogs, They ccmpared an auditory- VLsual presenta-

~
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tion sequsrce with a visual-auditory seguence &nd
found the suditory-visual sequence to be superior,
However, in a repetition of, the experiment in 1964
Pinsleue and his cq-workera6\cou1d,not duplicaete thelr

earlier findings end concluded that there wes no dif-
ference between the auditory-visual sequence end the
vigual-guditory sequence. . .. . . . L

. xA,mqrqA$1aborgte,aet@pf;sﬁu&ieag performed in
196l oy Asher.’ elee sttacksd the ssme problem. Bub
Asher hed hiy subjects learn several lisgs of paired
associstes, rather tran one list. Thepre wore 96
peirs of words. in all, including most parts of sfeechs
nouns, pronouns, vorbs, sdjectives, edverbs preposi-
tiong, end conjunctiong. In addition to measuring )
‘the speed of learning the lista, Asher glso meassured
the ebility of his subjects o use the words in =
trangleting sentences and storlss. He also measured
retention of the metarigl after delay periocds of 48
end 96 hours. He used pleturss as well as English
words and peired them with forelgn words, rether
ther paralogs, He uged Spanish, Jespenese, and Rus-
sien words in seperste repetitions of the experiment.
Agher's primary concern wis comparing the vizaal-
suditory presentation sequence with the audltery-
visupl seguence. His subjects slways wrotie thslr
foreign gqspanserQrdaAtpﬁggsggl:presentaiians[énd
slweys .spoke their foreign respense words to sudi-

tory presentations, Asher found thet the visual-
auditory sequeice wes supevior to the guditory-visual
sequence for Spenigh and Jepshese words. 3uf there
was no significant difference betwsen the two go~
quences .for the Rugsisn words, These rgsulis, taken
together with the resulte ¢f the Kessmen and Plmslevr
studieg, do not make for a very clear plcture. As a
matter of lact, the dlscrepancles beiween the find-
ings of these studies make it impossible to extrast
sny dependsble advice for language teacher; as re-
gards the opaimsl procedures in the clssgroom. The
teacher who belleves that ell new langusge meterisl
should first be pregented orslly and that wlsusl or

written materials should be withheld until the eudi-
tory learning is complete need nof be digcoureged by
the regults of these studies. Hc need not slter hls

belief that the procedures will ppeduce better pro-
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nunclsation Ly avoiding interforerce from the already
existent Engliskh sound-gymbol assoclations. And,
Likewlse, the taecher who disagress withk thai pesi~
tion and feels that his siudents want to see and
ahould be allowed to sde the graphlc symbols ds soun
us the sounds are presented need not be dlscoursged
elther. The date are certainly iInconclusive.

roa
b

But even if the results were all in agreement,
there would stlll be groat doubt as tov the relevancg,n
of the research for ¢Jssroom gpplicetion. Csrroil
haa pointed cut in his extremely velaable cnspter in
The Handbook of Resesrch or Teaching, prubtlished in
1563 by Rand HcNally, that rtoe dimensions of foreign
language vocabulary lesrning ere ususelly vostly dif-
ferent frum those of psycholvgical sxperiments; where-
ag & psychologicel experiment may invelve the laarn-
ing of a list of 20 palired asseclates to a criterion
in a single setting, the acquisition of a foreign
language vocabulary is s question of gradusl incre-
menta over a long period of time until thousends or
tens of thousands of iltems have been msatered. WRere-
1y has laboratory experlmentation provided any res-
soneble simulstion of the dimensions c¢f foreign lan-
guege vocgbulary learning., For all these reasons 1%
is necessasry tuv use much caution in generaiizing from
paired-associate lsboratory experiments to actual
languege teaching." SR fol Bl

P

Asher! similarly providss a note of csution in’
his report, "Psychological experiments in verbal =
learning with either nonsense syllsbles or natural
langueges have usually been eveluated by lingulsts as
non-representetive of larguage learning becausge o7
excessive simplification.... The reductionism of
natural languages to one~word units, while schieving
better expe.lmental control, may have eliminated com~ -
plexities which are the essence of langusge learning
guck as phonology, merphology, end syntex. It mey be
that this reductionigm produces a lesrning task which
has 1i%tle in common with languege learning. I7 so,
then ‘nferences based on such data certainly should |
ogly He considered as asuggestive rather then definl- |
tive. R S
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.. So we msy conclude that our first method Tor
finding answers tc important quegtions gbout the op-
timal techniques for teaching forelgn lsnguages, the
small-scale leboratory experiment, lesves gqulte a bit
to by desired. How about the second method: the sur-
vey or.comparison of results obtained in reguler ¢liag-
ses that are being teught with different nrocedures?
In 1948, Agard, a lingulst aad languege %eacher, and
Dunkel, an educational rageargh specislist, published
the results of such a survey.’ They sttempted to com~
pare classes that were taught by the tnen ¢onvention-
2l approach which ¢id not stress the spoken langusage,
on the ¢ne Land, with classes that were taugh® with
en .emphasis on the spoken languaga, on the other hend.
The investigators dld not attempt to match groups or
to control verisbles. It waa hoped thet by using e
large sample of high sckools asnd colleges the uncon-
trolled varisbles would bslance or cencel each other
out. Cooperating schools srd cr leges administered
speclaily created, but probably highly inadequete,
reading, writing, listening, end speaking tests in
French, German, Russien, and Spanish {n order to pro-
vide s gross evaluation of the two different teaching
methods. The fullowing are some ol the findings of
the survey.which were presented with the realization
thal the inadequacles of the controls snd the lack
of relishility of the measuring devices cas doubt
on their veracity: Mo e T
1. The sudlo-lingual courses generally failed to pro-

duce 1in one or %wo years'! time students with any-

thing resembling whet could bo called near-nstlve
. speaking or readlng proficisncy. None of the ‘
students could talk on unrehearsed toples without

constent and peinful hesgliatlion.

2.. .The majority of audio-lingual students were better
_at speaxing than the conventional students who =~
were . taught to spesk by pronunciation rules and

who never heard a native speaker. S

3, The.convontionul students demonstrated s higher -
“1evel of reading preficiency than the sudio-lin-

gual students. 5

T e e e———— 41 ot~ s - POV, . R
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Agard and punkel? conciuded that "there is 54111 & need
for exporiments designed te test, one by one, in care-
fully controlled situations, these fundamental problems:
which confront the lenguage teescher in hiy search for
perfecvion, . We might add here that in 1966 thera 1s
gtill theneeds - . .- . - . . BvLoord TR orn Tt e
Tae third method for finding enswers to important °
questions sbout tesching methods 1s the well-controlled
experiment performed in the clssarocm setting. One
such experiment, X am pleased to relate, wac recently
completed in Coloreado. I am referring to the monumen= -
al effort of George A. C. Scherer and Micheel
Wertheimer.10 . Scherer was Professor of Germen and
Wertheimer .s & Profzssor of‘?sycho]ogz gt the Univer-
sity of Colorado. . In the spring of 19 0 Scherer sp=-
plied to the Reseerch Unit of the Langusge Development -
Progrem.of Title VI of the Nationel Defense Education
Act, U. S, Office of Educstion, for a contract to con~-
duct a feirly lerge-scale controlled experiment. The
contract was granted and a two-year experiment was
initisted in the fall of 1960. The msin purpose of

the experiment which was titled Extended Classgsroom
Exrerimentation with Vaeried Sequencing Of Four Skills '
In Germon Instruction was to compare our two femilier
techniques for teaching foreign languages, the audio-
lingual msthod and the trediticnal grammer-resding
mothod. Despite the fact that I am a psychologist, I
have to sdmit that this very respectable interdisci-
plinery attack of this important langusge learning =~
problem was initisted by the langusge professvr on

the tesm and not by the psychology prof'essor. As the
authors point out in the preface of the book which
describes the study, “The originael conception and de-
aign of this study, as well es the spplication for

the grent which mede it possikle, were the respongi- -
bility of George A. C. Scherer; he slso served as
general director and coordinator of the project.
Yichael Wortheiner wes originally broughk? in €s &
consultant on experimantal design and paychelogical
tests. As the study progressed, he becarme more deep-
1y involved and was primerily responsible for the de-
sign end scoring of the objective end subjective
testSe... He slao designed snd supervised the sta-
tisticel anslyses. The £inal manascript wes prepared
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jointly." Thec report was published by WeGraw-Hill
in 196, under the title: A Psycho-linguistic Ezper-

iment in Foreign Langnage Teaching.

The authors felt that it would be very useful to
learn whether at the end of twc years of instructicn
the resding and writing skills ef the students who
were trainad by the audlo-lingual method would equsl
or perheps surpass those skills of the atudents who
were tralned by the traditiondl gremmar-reading
method. The authora felt that if it could be shown
that the audio-lingually tralned studemts wers &as
good as or better than the traditionally trained
students in the performance of those skills which
are emphasized by the traditional gvammer-reading
procedure, then they would have clear-cut evidence
for the superiority of the a:dio-lingual method,
provided of course that the ..dlo-lingually trained
students excelled also in auditory comprehension and
speaking, the skills which sre ez haslzed by ihe
audlo-1lingual procedure., The experiment was design-
ed to be conducted within the reslistic setting of
an educational program. Accordingly, all the begin-
ning studente of Germen at the Unlversity of Colorado
in the fall of 1960 were enlisted os the subjects in
the experiment. Almost 300 students were thus ran-
domly assigned to sesctions to be taught by the two
metheds. There were seven sections taught by the
audio-lingual methed and six by the tradlitional
method. The traditional sections were given reading
material right from the start of the experiment.

The audio-lingual sectlons wers net glven any vead-
ing meterial for the flrsc 12 weeks. Time prevents
re from detalling the fantastic amounts of time and
enorgy that were devoted to planning and implement-
ing the study in order to malntain the necessary con-
trols of a properly designed experiment, Although
they were not ccmpletely successful in this regerd
desrlite thelr Herculean efforis, they were, nsver-
theless, justified in drawing the focllowing conclu~
gions from thelr land-mark study: oo )
"In listening, the audio-lingual students were far
superior to the traditicnal students at the end of
the first year, but this difference diassppeared hy .
the end of the souond. In speaking, the audio- '
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lingual students were far superiocr at the end of the
first yeer and maintained their superiority through- -
out the second. In resding, the traditional students®
ability exceeded thet of the audlo-linguel students
at the end uf the first yeur, but the difference dis-
sppeared during the second year. In writing, the tra<
ditional sbvdents were better at the erid of the first '
year and maintained their superiority during the sec~
ond. In Germen-to-English translstlon, the tradi-
tional studsnts were far superier at the end of the
first year and mainteined thelir superiority during
the second. In English-to-Germenr transletion, final-
1y, the traditionsl students were much bYetter at the
end of the first yesr, but this difference dlssppear-
ed by the end of the second. | T T
"Overall, then, the end of the first year sew the
audio-linguel stadents .etter in llstening and speak-
ing, but worse in reading, writing, and both kinds of '
transiation. At the end of the second year, the
sudio-lingual students were still better in spesking,
but poorer in writing and German-tc-English transla-
tion; they were not different in listening, reading,
or English-to-German translation. The fact that the
experimental group was generally superior in sovime
skills but that the conirol group was superior in’
cthers shows that cne of the main original hypotheses
was not confirmed--the audio-lingual group, whiiae it
dld occesionally resch, never did surpass the tradl-
tional group in reading, writing, and translation ~
during the two years of the experiment. A combine-"" °
tion score, weighting audio-lingual and non-sudio-
lingual skills equally, was computed to assess any
grand total dlfferences; the two groups wera not sig-
nificantly cifferent in this overall-proficlency in-
dex at the end of sny of the four semesters,"

It may sppear that this study by Scherer and ~ "'
Wer chelmer has provided the enawer :or which we have ~
been searching, the answer belng that neither the ~
sudio-1lingual method nor the traditlonal grammar
method is superior for all aspects of the complex
foreign language leerning process., But if this is
the answer, what practicsl advice can be given to =
the languege teacher sbout choosing betwedn thése two °
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. ing method. Each one encompasses many different com-

L

techniques for classroom use? About all that can be
saild 1s thet it doesn't really metter which technigue
is used; both heve their virtues and thelr fallings;
one's choice depends on the goals one wishes to om-
phasize. But, even this sdvice must be qualifieds

One reason is that the audlio-lingual method 1s not
composed of a single, clrarly ldentifled, standardized
set of procedurss and neither is the tradltional-read-

binations of practices. It is obvious, therefore,
that meny modifications could be mede of the audio-
1lingual procedure used by Scherer and Wertheimer, and
of their traditional procedure ss well. And snother
two-year experiment would have to be run to see wheth-
er these changes in the procedures would produce
changes in the findings. A slightly different version
of the sudio-lingual procedures might support the
hypothesis which their originel procedure falled to
aupport, the hypothesis that the sudio-lingually
trained group would svrpass the tradltionally trained
group not only in the listening and speaking skills
but in the reading, writing, and tranglating skills
also. And if these modified procedures failed also,
then snother set cf modifications could be tried,

and another. In other words, it is impossible to get
from one experiment, however well corceived and car-
ried out, a definitive and conclusive answar to the
question of the relative effectlveness of the two com-
plex procedures. There sre too many different forms
of the audio-lingusl msthod and too mary dlifferent
forms of the traditionsl method to make all the com=-
parisons without a long series of stvdiss. In the
end, the finsl conclusions might net be changed, but
at the present time we can only guess at those con-
clusions. At the present time we have the results

of a comparison of only one form of the aulio-lingual
method with only one form of the traditional method.
Defenders on neither slde of the lssue should give

up at this point. : a

Another reason for the need to quelify our inter-
pretations of the findings of the Scherer and Werthei-
mer study.is that despite their attempts to use a large
sample of students, by the time they completed their
final tests there were less then three quarters of
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the original group still involved in the study. The
subjects withdrew from the experiment for a great
variety of legitimate reasong, bubt it s difficult

to assess what the effects of theli- departure were

on the outcome of the study. What started out as an -
experiment with approximately 300 students endad up -
two years later with complete scores on less +han 50 °
gtudents. - ) : - St etk SO S N
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So, despite several lesboratory studies, desplte '
en extensive survey, and despite an admirable class-
room experiment, we are still without a clear-cut -
gnawer %0 vur original question sbout the relative-
ness of the audio-lingual end the traultionel methods.
Conclusive answers #ill be availsble only after many
more studies iike the Scherer and Wertheimer study. =
But I would like to point out one virtue to this ~
rather discouraging state of affairs, If thée one
best way to teach foreign lsngueges 1s not yet knowri--
if indeed it turns out that thers is a one best way
for all languages, for ¢ll students of all ages and
abilities-~which is not very likely, then you, as
language teachers, are now free to teach any way that
you want to. Your way may turn out to be the best
way. PR S L e L R

7 O

Now, before I leave the igsue of the audio-lingual
vs. the traditional method of language teaching, and
in the sbsence of supporting data, I would 1ike to
offer you some gratultous advice. I feel entitled
to 40 so since I have already spent & good degi of ‘
time warning you sbout how to receive it, The advice
is in the form of a simple guiding principle. The L
orinciple is this: Teach your students what you want R S,
tirem to learn. If you want them to learn to speak ' S Z
only, then teach them speaking. If you want them to K Lot
learn to read only, then teach them reasding., I you - B o
want them to lesrn both, teach thém both, The issue ~ , o N
of which one to teach first is not en important is- =~ e e
sue as long as you do teach both. It is important o g
only when you don't have time for both and the one o ° N
that is suppused to be second is never taupht at all, 5
Years ago, undor the grammer-translation system, a
major complalnt sbout our langusge students was that SN
they could not specak the foreign languagss they had .L*?éw” Sty




studied. But that should not have been surprfsing.
"he students were not being taught to a)esk, Today,
after & few years of the audio-lingual ogue, the
complaints are sterting to be hear” the the gtudents
can't write or spsll in the foreign 1 1gueges, which
should not be surprising either., Htaever, I will
Sind it surprising if the eventual solution to Gh s
problem does not turn out %o be a middle~of-the-z a¢d
compromise, a combination of both the audio-lingusi
and the grammar-translation methods. ' :

We have looked at three different ways of getting
answers o auesticns about lengusge learning tech-
niques: (1) the restricted, well-controlled lebora-
tory experiment; (2) the general survey end compar-
{son of ongoing longuage classes; and 13) the con-
trolled, large classroom experiment. Each nethod has
its difficulties. The lsboratory sxperiment is usu-
ally complctely irrelevent to the classroom teaching
situation. The comparative survey 1s typically too
loosely designed and controlled to permlt very mesn-
ingful assessment of the findings. And the largse=
class e:periment is extremely difficult on& cvime con-
suming properly. But there is 4o doubt in my mind
that of the three methods the classroom sxperiment
constitutes the best source of rellasble and useful
data.. Unfortunately, at the present time thsre asren't
very many useful findings for the language teacher to
use, Most of the classroom experiments that have Reen
done so far have been poorly designed. As Carroll
has stated 1t: "Whereas Psychologists often perform
experiments with insufficient relevance to foreign
lenguege teaching, members of the foreign langusage
teaching profession perform studles with insufficient
experimental rigor., Numercius studies are announced
as 'experiments' but on exsmination turn cut to be
simply reports of new teaching rrocedures.. Even
when there is en effort to set up a true experiment,
the controls ure often completely inadequate."

1f, as Carroll points out, neither the psyxholo-
gist by himself nor the lenguage teacher by himself
hue besn sble to do the right kind of experiment,
but for different reassons, it seems to me that the
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way out of this dilemms is for the teacher and the psy~
chologlst to work together on joint projects s« e -
Senerer and Wertheimer, The languege tsacher should -
invite the paychologlat into hig ¢lassroom to hely de=
slgn and conduct the experiments that have to'bs dons
in order to gather the informetion that ls nesded to
meke raticnal decisions about ilmproving the tesching
of foraign languages. - - &

o o
Al

There iz snother way, in addition to the three
that I have talked about alreedy, “hat should be ex-
plored as a meens of getting answers to language learn-
ing problems. I asm referring to the use of pregramed;’
self-instruc Sional language courgss. This is a tople
which ig very desr tc my heart. - R

In 1961, along with two colleaguss at Indiana Unive
ersity, I spplied for and received o Title VII National
Defense Educarion Act Grant in order to construct and
eveluate a self-instructional program in Russian, ~Al=
though the grant oxpired more than two yeabs ago, work
on the problems with which the project was concerned
is still continuing on & self-sustaining bisis. By
gelf-gustaining I mean the research is not currently
being supported by a governmental agency ead the stu~"
dents are voluntesrs--unremunerated financially, =~ '’
The expected end productgs of the project, as stat-"

ed in the original proposelilin 1961, weret "(1) An "
autometed program which has been tested and found ca= '
pable of tesching the first semester course in Rus~
sien to high school and college students as effee- “ '
tively as it 1s now being tsught by the usuel class« -
room procedures., (2) Information which cen be used

to gulde the development of other self-instructional
programs. (3) A technique with which to explore the "’
many factors which influence the learning and tesch~ " °
ing of seconid langusges." - =~ - U T omroomaAn
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When we began the development of our programed =
course in 1961, it was our intention to prepare &
course which would cover the same naterial that was " '
covered in the first semester course in Russian at '~
Indiana University. Such a procedure, we believed, =
would have the following obwious benmefits: (1) It '
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would ensure us of a programed course which wag equiy-
alent in content to a typical college cuurse, and (2)
1t would provide us with convenlent contrel or com-
perison groups at Indiana University with whlch to
compere and ovaluate _our programed course. Tr. John
Beesbe, ore of the co-investigato ﬁ “on the project,

at the start of the project was charge of the be-
ginning courses in Russian at Indiana UnivaraAt end
was, therefore, very familiar with th. first gemester
courge. I was glso femiliar with the coSurse, heving
sat in 1t twice as a student 1n ths period between
1957 end 1960. TUnfortunately for our purposes, how-
ever, after our project had been underway for about

a year Dr. Bepbe tock on our departmontel responsi-
bilities and relinquished his role as supervisor of
the beginning Russlen courses. The new supervisor,
as might have been expected, gradua.ly elifected ma-
jor chengesn in the course, both in content and in
pedagogical spproach. We had already reached & poiut
where it wes imposaible t¢ 1lter our program, ever if
we had wished to do so, . Bus, by that time, we hed
come_ t0 resliza that it would be impossible to mateh
our program. exac*lv with the original Indiana Univ-
ersity ceurse. .. In vrder to conatruct whet we consid-
ered to be the most efficient and effective self-
instructional course, se had to add and dulete mate-
rial from ths original course model. For these rea-
sons then th. progrsmed course which we developed is
not. identical in content with any one specif"c course
now being baught, If it iy, 1t is sccidental, and .
the particular gourse is not known to me,

tent to many first semaster collega couzses¢: o

Thp program.that we~bave ievoloped is neither
purely traditiongl nor purely audio~lingual. We have
attempted to combine the two approazhes ar derive |
the benefits of both. In arcordance witi, .he audio-
lingual approach, the first contact that « ur stadents
have with every new lexical item 1s (o hesr it pro-
pc _.ad on the tape, by a. native Russian speaker. Bul
. .amg. in accordance with the traditional epproach, .
after he lezvus o mimic the pronuncistion of the .
item, he leerns to speil it.  Cu» students have a
suda antial amounn pattarnfpractice of suructural

Nererthe~
less, our course ia undoubtedly quite similay in cen- .
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drill, ii accordance with tho audio-liagual mathéﬁ*
ology, but they are not required to practlce In &

they begin the pattern practice; they do not have to
discover the rules through induction. Also, they do
not substitute different items in the samd pettern
repeatedly, but they start sach response with a new

pattern. And they are reguired to go a large anmount
of translating, from Russisn {0 English and from Eng-

lish to Russian, both orally and in writing. =

I would 1ike to state that we were successful in
accomplizhing the purposes of the project. We dia

velop some new programin; techniques, snd we have al-

ready. carried out several brisf experiments and are
plenning to carry out meny move. i T 7

o

[N

I have introduced these comments about my pro-
gramed course in Russian for two reasons. One, which
may be too obvious, is thet I ant proud of the course
and .want you to know about its exigtence., ' The other
$s that I wish to suggest that courses like my Rusg~

an extremely sstisfactory way tt do research in the

mery reason that I have been willing to devote sev=
eral years to the development of our Russien program
--in order £0 avail myself of an insirument &o Pacile-
itate doirg research on the teaching and learning of
foreign languages. I have gone to great lengths to-
dey to point out the difficalties and problems with
the use oy the other spproaches to researching the
area. of forelgn langusge teaching. I believe that
the use of a completely self-ingtructional program
cen provide a standardized and well-controlled learn-
ing situation In which to conduct such research, It
remains to be seen whether the problems due to the™
isolation and srtificlality of the wellecontrolled *
learning situation which is charactiéristic of pro-’
gramed courses can be overcome, if not overlooked,

N
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vsowum. They ars taught the grammaticel rules before

complete the constructlon of our course, we did de-

61
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sian course offer what I consider to be, potentiolly,

srea of lengnage learning., Indeed, that 1s the pri- =

.. Irving J. seltzmen
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’?arker, William R.

ing sequences in 1earning paired associates.
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.Pinsleur, Paul, ct al.
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